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Tristeza, caused byCitrus tristeza virus (CTV), has long been present in Florida but outbreaks
of decline on sour orange rootstockwere occasional events until the late 1970s. Sour orange
rootstock was valued for the high quality of fruit produced and was widely used because of
its tolerance of citrus blight, a disease of unknown etiology. Research was directed towards
the selection and screening of mild strains of CTV which could protect against sour orange
decline strains. Following the introduction ofToxoptera citricida (also known as the brown
citrus aphid) in 1995 there was a greater concern for maintaining production of existing
blocks of citrus on sour orange rootstock. Availability of the CTV genome sequence around
the same time as well as molecular characterization of in planta CTV populations led to the
selection of mild CTV isolates which when inoculated into existing ﬁeld trees, extended
the productive life of the groves and enabled a more graduate replanting of trees on CTV-
tolerant rootstocks.The history of CTV in Florida and the methods developed to select mild
isolates for use for mild strain cross protection will be reviewed.
Keywords: biological indexing, strain differentiation, serology, stem pitting, mild isolate selection
TERMINOLOGY
For purpose of this review, we refer to strains of CTV as causing
a speciﬁc biological activity consistently; e.g., mild strains of CTV
will always produce mild symptoms even on susceptible hosts,
decline strains will consistently cause decline on sour orange root-
stock. The term isolate is used to describe the viral population of
CTV obtained from a ﬁeld source, and the isolate may be com-
posed of a mixture of strains. Genotypes of CTV are identiﬁed
by the use of speciﬁc methods using molecular markers that are
dependent on genome sequence.
INTRODUCTION
Citrus tristeza virus (CTV) is the most important viral disease of
citrus worldwide. Since the ﬁrst outbreaks in South America in
the 1940s, CTV has killed more than 85 million trees worldwide
(Lee et al., 1992; Bar-Joseph et al., 2010). CTV occurs as strains
which cause a variety of biological symptoms on various hosts.
Mild strains of CTV (CTV-M) cause no detectable symptoms in
common scion/rootstock combinations and produce very slight
to no symptoms in Mexican lime indicator plants under ideal
conditions. Some CTV strains cause decline of scions on sour
orange rootstock (CTV-D); these strains are apparent in areas
which use sour orange as rootstock. The decline on sour orange
due to CTV-D may be rapid, within weeks, or more gradual tak-
ing up to 18–24 months for the trees to gradually decline (Lee
and Brlansky, 1990). Some strains of CTV produce stem pit-
ting symptoms in scions (CTV-SP). CTV strains which induce
stem pitting on grapefruit (CTV-SPg) are the most commonly
seen stem pitting strains, but some strains also induce stem pit-
ting on sweet orange scions (CTV-SPs). Some CTV-SP strains
will stem pit only grapefruit and not sweet orange, others stem
pit only sweet orange and not grapefruit (Lee and Rocha-Pena,
1992), and others will stem pit both grapefruit and sweet orange.
The symptomatology of stem pitting can be varied as well as
the effect the stem pitting has on the tree vigor and yield. The
most severe stem pitting are the very small pits produced in
the bark with corresponding ﬁne pegs in the wood of stems
and branches, with a gumming occurring in the pitted areas.
Often ropey-like large pits occur on the trunk of trees, espe-
cially in grapefruit trees, and while detrimental to tree vigor
over time, the economic impact on the tree is usually less than
trees showing the small pitting with gum deposits in the pit-
ted area (Bar-Joseph et al., 1989). Another symptom associated
with CTV is seedling yellows (CTV-SY) which is expressed by
a yellowing on lemon, grapefruit, or sour orange followed by
a stunting of growth in these hosts. A standardized host range
using Mexican lime, sour orange, Madame vinous sweet orange,
and Duncan grapefruit seedlings and a sweet orange budded
onto sour orange as standard indicator plants has been devel-
oped and used as a method for determining the biological activity
of a speciﬁc CTV isolate and to enable comparison of biolog-
ical activities of CTV isolates from various areas of the world
(Garnsey et al., 1987, 2005).
Once CTV becomes established in a citrus growing area, what
methods are available for control of the disease? If CTV-D is
the predominate CTV strain in an area that has mostly trees on
sour orange rootstock, the disease may be managed by simply
replanting trees on a rootstock tolerant to CTV decline. For CTV-
SP strains, options can include implementation of mild strain
cross protection, development of CTV resistance in commer-
cially desirable cultivars via genetic engineering methods, and/or
development of CTV resistance by conventional plant breeding
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methodusing the immunity againstCTV that is present inPoncirus
trifoliata.
Genetic engineering resistance to CTV in commercially desir-
able varieties may take 15–20 years while the use of conventional
plant breeding is a longer term endeavor requiring several decades.
Mild strain cross protection may be implemented immediately if
protective mild strains have been selected ahead of time, or in less
than a decade if no pre-selection of mild strains has been done.
USE OF MILD STRAIN CROSS PROTECTION IN VARIOUS
CITRUS AREAS
Mild strain cross protection is deﬁned as the phenomenon which
occurs when a mild isolate of a virus is introduced into a plant
and that virus prevents the expression of the symptoms of a
severe isolate of the same virus that is later introduced into
the same plant (Lee et al., 1987). Lee et al. (1987), based on
observations in Florida, suggested that an ideal CTV strain for
cross protection should occur in relative high virus concentra-
tion in the plant tissue, should express only mild symptoms in
all hosts which may be planted in the region, have the abil-
ity to quickly move into new growth ﬂushes, and should be
easily aphid transmitted so that once established in a tree or
area, it would spread to become the predominate strain in other
trees in the area. Mild strain cross protection should not be
viewed as a permanent cure to protect against the economic
losses caused by severe isolates of CTV, and it is not a form of
virus resistance. Rather, mild strain cross protection is a means
to extend the economic life of citrus (Lee et al., 1992). Manage-
ment of CTV by mild strain cross protection should be considered
only as a last resort where no other management options are
available.
Since mild strain of CTV is a relative term, we will deﬁne a mild
strain of CTV according to Florida standards: a mild strain of CTV
is a strain of CTV that produces only very mild or slight vein clear-
ing and stem pitting on Mexican lime, a very sensitive indicator
plant, under optimal cool temperature which favors CTV symp-
tom development. Under most climatic conditions, Mexican lime
and other sensitive indicator plants for CTV need to be tested by
serological assays to verify the presence of CTV. CTV-M isolates
selected in Florida have proven to be the mildest upon compar-
ison with other mild strains from other countries based on host
range testing conducted at the USDA ARS Exotic Citrus Pathogen
Quarantine, Beltsville, MD, USA (Garnsey et al., 1987, 1991).
Mild strain cross protection has been used successfully in many
citrus growing areas to continue production of citrus despite the
presence of severe isolates of CTV. In Australia, severe stem pit-
ting on grapefruit was a problem beginning in the 1940s (Fraser
and Broadbent, 1979). Apparent mild isolates of CTV were col-
lected from surviving trees and evaluated in ﬁeld trials (Thornton
and Stubbs, 1976). Following aphid transmissions, selection of
mild isolates from the aphid transmitted isolates and further eval-
uations, for the past 35 years all commercial grapefruit trees in
Australia have been inoculated with mild isolate PB61 (Zhou et al.,
2002).
In Brazil, a similar approach was used in the 1960s where CTV
isolates from surviving trees were selected to protect against stem
pitting of Pera sweet orange. The IAC selection of Pera has been
used for more than 30 years with little breakdown of cross protec-
tion. More than 80 million Pera trees have been propagated from
this source since its selection in the 1960s (Müller and Costa, 1987;
Müller and Rezende, 2004). Two isolates selected in the 1960s for
protection of Galego lime against CTV stem pitting and decline
have performed well, with protected trees yielding up to ﬁve times
that of the unprotected trees (Müller and Costa, 1972).
In Peru, Satsumamandarin budwoodwas imported from Japan
in the 1950s, and this importation is thought to be the source of
the severe stem pitting strains of CTV that are present in Peru at
the present time (Roistacher, 1988). Screening was performed in a
nursery settingwhere budwood fromCTVaffected trees was prop-
agated at a single location, and selectionsweremade for treeswhich
grew well despite the presence of severe CTV (Bederski et al., 2005;
Roistacher et al., 2010). Additionally, mild attenuated strains of
CTV derived by passage through Passiﬂora species, were imported
from California (Roistacher and Bar-Joseph, 1987). Using bud-
wood sources infected with the protective strains of CTV, the
Navel orange and lime production has increased in the coastal
production area of Peru (Bederski et al., 2005; Roistacher et al.,
2010).
In South Africa, stem pitting on grapefruit was discovered in
the 1940s and presented a production problem (Oberholzer et al.,
1949). Selections of CTV were made from surviving grapefruit
trees, and these were evaluated for protection against stem pitting
when theCitrus ImprovementProgrammewas started in the 1970s
(von Broembsen and da Graça, 1976). One of the mild isolates
selected came from a Marsh grapefruit planted in 1926 but still
producing well when the selection was made in the mid-1970s;
this isolate was originally referred to as the Nartia isolate but was
later named GFMS12, and was used universally beginning in 1984
to protect grapefruit (Kotzé and Marais, 1976; Marais, 1994). A
selection made from lime, later named lime mild strain 6 (LMS6),
was found to be effective in lime (vanVuuren et al., 1993), and also
was used in sweet orange and mandarin propagations to protect
against CTV-SP (Luttig et al., 2002). Later trials also indicated
that another CTV selection from grapefruit, named GFMS35, was
better at protecting Star Ruby grapefruit and other pigmented
grapefruit varieties than the GSMS12 (Marais and Breytenbach,
1996; da Graça and van Vuuren, 2010).
In Japan,Hassaku dwarf disease, caused byCTV, severely affects
production on Hassaku, Citrus hassaku, causing dwarﬁng and
severe stem pitting. An apparently healthy Hassaku, which was
later found to be infected with a mild isolate of CTV and citrus
vein enation virus, was used as a budwood source (Sasaki, 1979).
Trees propagated from this source have grownwell, although about
20% of the protected trees showed stem pitting symptoms after
16 years. Other mild isolates of CTV have been identiﬁed that
protect against stem pitting in Navel orange (Ieki et al., 1997).
HISTORY OF CTV IN FLORIDA
The ﬁrst conﬁrmation of CTV occurring in Florida was by Grant
(1952); CTV was reported in Orange, Lake, and Highland counties
and conﬁrmed by indexing on Mexican lime. Cohen and Knorr
(1953) reported the presence of CTV in 27 counties of Florida. At
that time, there was no substantial occurrence of decline on sour
orange rootstock. It is probable that severe decline strains were
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prevented from becoming widespread because the predominate
rootstock in use in the citrus industry in the early days was sour
orange, and a CTV-D isolate would probably have killed the tree,
or it would perform sopoorly that it wouldnot be propagated. Sev-
eral nurserymen indicated that some introductions made before
the Florida Budwood Registration Bureau existed would not grow
on sour orange rootstock (Lee et al., 1997). Following the ﬁrst
conﬁrmed report of CTV in Florida in 1952, there were occasional
outbreaks of decline on sour orange rootstock; an outbreak was
reported in the Ft. Pierce area in 1956 and other reports of out-
breaks in Orange and Polk counties in the 1960s (Norman et al.,
1961; Brlansky et al., 1986) A severe outbreak of CTV decline on
sour orange was reported in western Orange and southern Lake
counties in 1974 (Garnsey and Jackson, 1975). In a survey of reg-
istered budwood source trees being used for propagation on sour
orange in 1979, 87% of the sweet orange source trees tested pos-
itive for CTV and 9% of the grapefruit sources (Garnsey et al.,
1980). In the 1980s, CTV decline on sour orange was becoming
widespread in the Central and South Ridge growing areas, and in
the Indian River on the East Coast and the Flatwoods in Southwest
Florida (Brlansky et al., 1986).
The Florida Budwood Registration Bureau (FBRB) was started
as a volunteer program in 1953 (Rucks, 1994; Kesinger, 2003).
When the Bureau began, registered scion trees had to be tested
and found free from CTV and the program allowed trees held by
nurseries to be registered as budwood source trees. However, CTV
was being naturally spread by aphids within Florida. By 1964,
immediately following a severe freeze in December 1962 which
increased the demand for budwood, there was concern that if
registered scion trees continued to be removed from registered
status due to presence of CTV, there would be a severe shortage
of budwood. Beginning in 1964, trees were no longer removed
from status as budwood sources trees because of CTV (Rucks,
1994); CTV had not been a severe problem at this time in Florida.
While budwood source trees infected with CTV could be used for
propagations, trees in the FBRB foundation planting at Dundee,
FL, USA, were removed when they became CTV infected. This
policy of removing CTV infected trees in the Dundee founda-
tion planting was abandoned in 1968 because too many trees were
being removed. In 1967–1968, the FBRB established a foundation
planting at the Ona Range Cattle Station in Hardee County. The
Ona foundation planting was about 1 km away from the nearest
commercial citrus planting. By 1972 the Ona foundation planting
was no longer used because of the spread of CTV through the
planting. In 1989 a 20 acre foundation planting was established
at the University of Florida’s Immokalee Research and Educa-
tion Center, Immokalee. The foundation planting at Immokalee
had 28 different registered selections replicated on 22 different
rootstocks. CTV began spreading through the foundation plant-
ing and in 1992 the foundation trees were inoculated with three
different mild isolates of CTV (T30, T26, and T55) so that the
industry would be provided with cross protective mild strains.
By 1996, the CTV incidence in the Immokalee foundation plant-
ing was 37.5% as determined by MCA-13 ELISA to selectively
detect severe strains of CTV. Budeyes were no longer cut from the
ﬁeld planting, and subsequently budeyes cut at Immokalee were
from a screenhouse. More than 1.1 million budeyes were cut from
the Immokalee foundation planting from 1992 to 1998. Regis-
tered budwood source trees held by nurseries were located in the
ﬁeld and used to cut budeyes up until the mandatory budwood
certiﬁcation program began in January 1, 1997 (Kesinger, 2003).
IMPACT OF CTV ON THE ROOTSTOCK USAGE IN FLORIDA
Figure 1 shows the rootstock usage in Florida by percent of prop-
agations since the inception of the Florida program and also the
dates of historic freezes as freeze occurrences increase the demand
of propagated trees to replace trees lost (Kesinger, 2011). Histor-
ically, sour orange was the prevalent rootstock when citrus was
grown mainly on the ridge area in Central Florida and the Indian
River production area. When new groves were brought into pro-
duction in the Flatwoods production areas in the 1960s and 1970s,
rough lemon was the preferred rootstock. However, a disease of
unknown etiology, called citrus blight, began taking trees on rough
lemon rootstock out of production beginning when they were 5–
7 years of age (Derrick et al., 1992). By the late 1970s, blight was
killing about 15% of the trees on rough lemon rootstock each
year, and the epidemic of blight spread from the Flatwoods pro-
duction areas in Southeast and Southwest Florida to the older
citrus production areas. While many trees were propagated on
Carrizo, and later on the Kuharske selection of Carrizo rootstock
(popular because of its tolerance to burrowing nematode), these
trees were still subject to losses due to blight. Sour orange con-
tinued to be a popular rootstock through the 1980s and lost favor
only because the brown citrus aphid (BrCA), T. citricida, became
established in Florida following its introduction in 1995 (Halbert
et al., 2000). Sour orange displays a ﬁeld tolerance to blight, and
produces high quality fruit (Rocha-Pena et al., 1995). The Indian
River production area traditionally used sour orange rootstock,
and this rootstock has contributed to building the Indian River’s
reputation for high quality grapefruit and citrus fruit for the fresh
fruit market. Swingle citrumelo became a popular rootstock when
the use of sour orange rootstock decreased, because of Swingle’s
ﬁeld tolerance to citrus blight and tolerance to tristeza decline
(Figure 1). In recent years following the introduction and estab-
lishment of Huanglongbing (HLB) in Florida in 2005 (Halbert,
2005), some growers have reverted to sour orange rootstock, espe-
cially for grapefruit. HLB had shortened the productive economic
life of trees so much that the growers think they would be better
off utilizing the advantages of sour orange to get good tree growth
and high quality fruit, and also thinking that since the trees are
treated with insecticide so often to protect against psyllid infesta-
tions, the BrCA, the aphid vector of CTV, should also be less of a
problem.
Severe freezes occurred in Florida in January 1977, 1981,
December 1983, January 1985, and December 1989 (Figure 1;
Kesinger, 2011). Each nurseryman had favorite registered trees
which produced vigorous budlings when propagated on sour
orange rootstock. Following freeze years when demand for trees to
replace freeze losses was high, budwood from favored trees was not
enough to meet the demand, so budwood from other registered
scion treeswas used for propagation (Rucks, 1994; Kesinger, 2011).
Some of these propagations did not growwell on sour orange root-
stock, but if the propagation was on a CTV tolerant rootstock, the
effect of CTV was not apparent. This created an ideal situation
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FIGURE 1 | Rootstock usage in Florida expressed as a percent of the
total propagations since the beginning of the Florida Budwood Regis-
tration Bureau in 1953. Major freeze occurrences are indicated by blue
vertical lines. In 1995, the program became mandatory (red line) while
from 1953 to 1994 the program was voluntary. Data summarized from
Kesinger (2011).
to distribute CTV-D throughout the Florida citrus industry and
created the circumstance for the epidemic of CTV decline which
occurred in the 1980s (Brlansky et al., 1986). In 1984, 655 scion
sources that were being propagated on sour orange rootstock were
biologically indexed on sour orange liners in cooperationwith sev-
eral nurseries (Yokomi et al., 1992). Ten treeswerepropagated from
each budwood source and healthy, mild CTV and CTV-D inocu-
lated controls were included. The stem diameters were measured,
and if the diameter was less than 70% of the healthy controls, the
plant was declared stunted. Of the 655 scion trees indexed, 18%
were stunted. This indicated that many plants were coming from
nurseries already infected with CTV-D strains, and the spread of
the CTV-D strains was aided by the aphid vectors once the trees
were planted (Yokomi et al., 1992).
The BrCA was found in Florida in 1995, and within 2 years was
present in all of Florida’s citrus production area (Halbert et al.,
2004). A survey was conducted in Southeast Florida in 1994–
1995 prior to the BrCA being found in Florida, and 2 years after
the BrCA had been found, these same trees were re-sampled to
determine changes in incidence, distribution, and severity of CTV
isolates in Florida. Serological and molecular assays were con-
ducted, and selected isolates were biologically indexed on sweet
orange and grapefruit. A severe CTV-SP was found near Delray
Beach, with the incidence of severe strains increasing more than
that of themild strains.With the use of strain group speciﬁc probes
(Halbert et al., 2004), some trees were found to be infected with
up to ﬁve different CTV strains. This was the ﬁrst report of severe
CTV-SP occurring in Florida. In 2002–2003, the presence of CTV-
SP, causing mild stem pitting on sweet orange and mandarins, was
reported in Central Florida and a subsequent survey indicated this
stem pitting strain was spreading (Sieburth and Nolan, 2005).
METHODS USED TO DIFFERENTIATE STRAINS OF CTV
For selection of mild CTV isolates for use for cross protection and
for the evaluation of mild strain cross protection experiments,
methods are needed to determine and/or predict the biological
activity of the isolates. Severalmethods have beendeveloped, albeit
here wewill include only themethods actually used in our research
to select and screen for mild protective strains of CTV on a timely
basis as reported below.
One of the ﬁrst methods developed for differentiating mild
from CTV-D or CTV-SP strains was by the use of monoclonal
antibody MCA-13 which recognizes the severe strains of CTV but
not the CTV-M strains (Permar et al., 1990). Pappu et al. (1993)
demonstrated that the critical amino acid in the MCA-13 epi-
tope was at position 124, with this residue being phenylalanine
in the MCA-13 reactive severe CTV strains, but tyrosine in the
non-reactive mild strains. This antibody has been used extensively
to test registered budwood source trees in the Florida Budwood
Registration Bureau since it became mandatory in 1997 (Rucks,
1994; Kesinger, 2003). Trees in Florida which tested positive with
MCA-13 could not be used as a source of budwood. In the Central
California Tristeza Eradication Agency, the MCA-13 antibody is
now used as a pre-screen test to ﬂag CTV infected trees for further
molecular and biological testing (Yokomi et al., 2012).
Analyses of the coat protein (CP) gene sequences of sev-
eral CTV isolates having different biological activities led to the
discovery that often CTV strains having similar biological activ-
ities show group-speciﬁc nucleotides at certain positions of the
CP gene. This resulted in the development of the strain group
speciﬁc probes (SGSP; Cevik, 1995; Niblett et al., 2000). Eight
hybridization probes were designed: Probe 0 contains a sequence
conserved in the CP gene of all known CTV isolates, and it
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serves as a universal probe to detect all CTV strains. Probe I
hybridizes with CTV strains expressing decline and seedling yel-
lows (T36, T66 are type isolates). Probe II hybridizes with CTV
strains expressing decline, seedling yellows, and stem pitting on
grapefruit and sweet orange (B1, B53 are type isolates). Probe
III hybridizes with CTV strains expressing decline, seedling yel-
lows, and stem pitting on grapefruit and sweet orange (B165, B185
are type isolates). Probe IV hybridizes with CTV strains express-
ing decline on sour orange, seedling yellow, and stem pitting on
sweet orange (T3, B220 are type isolates). Probe V hybridizes
with CTV strains expressing decline on sour orange, seedling yel-
lows, stem pitting on grapefruit and sweet orange (B128, B249
are type isolates). Probe VI hybridizes with CTV strains which
are very mild, such as found in Florida (T26, T30 are type iso-
lates). Probe VII hybridizes with CTV strains which are mild, but
commonly found in the Orient (B188, B215 are type isolates).
Probe VIII hybridizes with all CTV strains that are mild, regard-
less of origin (T26, T30, B188, and B215 are the type isolates).
The SGSP analyses have been useful in ﬁeld surveys (Halbert
et al., 2004), and in evaluation of CTV isolates being consid-
ered for mild strain cross protection (Ochoa et al., 2000). More
information on the CTV isolates beginning with B (for Beltsville
collection) may be found in Garnsey et al. (2005) and their biolog-
ical activity as determined by biological indexing is summarized in
Table 1.
The single-stranded conformation polymorphism (SSCP)
method is a useful approach to detect single base mutations in
genes. This method has been applied to the CP gene of CTV
(Rubio et al., 1996) and to the p18, p20, and p27 genes of CTV
(Febres, 1995; Ayllón et al., 1999; Rubio et al., 2001). The ampli-
ﬁed RT-PCR products are denatured and then electrophoresed
on non-denaturing polyacrylamide gels. The denatured DNA
strands form intra-molecular hydrogen bonds when entering the
non-denaturing gel instead of annealing to their complementary
strands, and are separated based on their relative conformations.
After silver staining, there are usually two bands that can be visu-
alized; multiple strains of CTV in the plant being tested produce a
more complex band pattern. This often is used as a screen to select
clones for sequencing of the samples.
THE FLORIDA PROTOCOL FOR TIMELY SELECTION OF MILD
STRAINS OF CTV FOR CROSS PROTECTION
When the BrCA arrived in Florida in 1995 and it was realized
that the spread of CTV, including severe strains, was increasing
(Halbert et al., 2004), we began efforts to select potentially useful
mild strains for future use for mild strain cross protection. We will
summarize this protocol as it was helpful to select promising mild
isolates more rapidly than the empirical approach used previously.
The starting point was to pick isolates from groves being deci-
matedwithCTV,and in our instance the decimationwas occurring
in trees on sour orange rootstock. Budwoodwas collected from the
best looking surviving trees in the ﬁeld (see example in Figure 2).
When the budwood was taken to the laboratory, the ﬁrst test
was to conduct MCA-13 ELISA and broad spectrum detection
ELISA from each piece of budwood collected. The broad spec-
trum ELISA conﬁrms the presence of CTV, and we were looking
for mild isolates that are non-reactive in the MCA-13 ELISA.
The budwood from surviving trees which had low reactivity in
MCA-13 ELISA as compared to the broad spectrum detection
ELISA were then propagated into eight sweet orange budlings
propagated on sour orange rootstock using blind buds (no bud
eyes; Figure 3). These budlingswere held in small pots tominimize
space required. Once the success of CTV graft transmission was
conﬁrmed by use of broad spectrum ELISA (usually 3 months),
half of the budlings from each budwood source were challenged by
graft inoculation of four severe CTV isolates (T36, T68, T66, and
T3800) into each of the four plants. The bud takewasmonitored at
twoweeks after graft challenge, and plants reinoculated if buds had
died. The plants were then held for 3–6 months, and the growth of
the challenged plants compared to the growth of the four budlings
which had only the CTV isolate recovered from the ﬁeld. If the
challenged plants continued to grow well, the four unchallenged
budlings were retained, and the challenged plants discarded. If the
challenged plants did not grow, or exhibited yellowing, all of the
plants were discarded, the unchallenged plants and the challenged
plants. This is a severe early test to select for potentially useful cross
Table 1 | Summary of the biological activities of the type strains of
CTV used in the strain group specific probe assays and other isolates
of CTV referred to.
Isolate Mexican
lime
Sour
orange
Grapefruit Sweet
orange
Sweet orange
on sour orange
T36 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.0 1.5
T66 1.0 1.0 0.5 0.0 1.0
B1 3.0 3.0 2.0 0.0 3.0
B53 2.5 2.5 2.8 1.2 2.5
B165 2.5 2.2 3.0 2.5 2.5
B185 2.5 2.0 3.0 1.3 2.5
T3 2.5 2.0 1.0 0.5 2.0
B220 2.0 2.5 2.2 0.0 2.5
B128 2.5 0.5 2.2 0.5 1.0
B249 2.0 3.0 2.5 1.0 3.0
T26 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
T30 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
B188 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
B215 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
T3800 3.0 2.5 3.0 0.5 3.0
T55 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
T56 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
T60 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
T68 2.5 2.0 1.0 0.0 2.0
Biological activities were determined as reported by Garnsey et al. (1987, 2005)
using ﬁve different indicator plants, Mexican lime, sour orange, Duncan grape-
fruit, Madam vinous sweet orange, and sweet orange grafted onto sour orange
rootstock. The plants are rated using a scale where 0 is healthy and 3 is most
severe.The Mexican lime was rated for chlorosis, stunting, and stem pitting; sour
orange for seedling yellows symptoms; Duncan grapefruit for seedling yellow,
stem pitting, and stunting; Madam vinous sweet orange for chlorosis, stunting,
and stem pitting, and the sweet orange on sour orange for decline.
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FIGURE 2 | An example of a surviving tree (red arrow) in a grove of
Valencia sweet orange on sour orange rootstock. Missing trees result in
empty tree spaces or recently planted new trees. The trees surrounding the
surviving tree show decline, general chlorosis in the tree canopy, and thinning
of the canopy. The tree shown here was the source of one of the mild isolates
evaluated under greenhouse conditions in Dekkers and Lee (2002).
protecting CTV isolates, and for each isolate retained for further
clean up and evaluation, probably 100 were discarded.
The next step was to do single aphid transmissions from the
sources which had been selected. From a colony of BrCA main-
tained on healthy citrus, the aphids were transferred to tender
young tissue on the source plants and allowed to remain for 24 h,
after which the aphids were transferred to the young receptor
plants, usually Madam vinous sweet orange seedlings, with one
aphid per plant. After 24 h, the aphids were removed, the plants
sprayed with an insecticide, and then placed back into the green-
house. After 12–15 weeks, the receptor plants were checked by
MCA-13 and broad spectrum detection ELISA to see if they were
infected with CTV and if severe isolates were present. Most of
the times the plants testing positive after the ﬁrst round of sin-
gle aphid transmission were subjected to another round of single
aphid transmission as before.
The single aphid transmitted isolates were then subjected to
molecular testing, using SGCP and SSCP of the p27 as well as
retesting byMCA-13 and broad spectrumdetection ELISA (Ochoa
et al., 2000). Selection of isolates for host range testing was then
made from isolates which appeared to consist of a single strain and
not a mixture of strains based on either SGSP and SSCP analyses.
The host range testing was performed on ﬁve indicator plants:
Mexican lime, sour orange, Duncan grapefruit, Madam vinous
sweet orange, and Hamlin sweet orange grafted onto sour orange
using the protocol described by Garnsey et al. (1987; 1991; 2005).
The results of indexing on all of the hosts except sweet orange on
sour orange can be completed in 6–8 months. The biological host
range test is important to make sure the selected mild strains are,
in fact, mild.
The selected isolates are then ready for greenhouse testing and
evaluation (Dekkers and Lee, 2002), after which the most promis-
ing isolateswould goout to ﬁeld trials. The selectionof mild strains
should be a continuous process as the dynamics of the CTV strains
and populations in the ﬁeld will be constantly changing, especially
in areas where the BrCA has become established.
USE OF MILD STRAINS OF CTV IN FLORIDA TO PROTECT
AGAINST SEVERE CTV STRAINS
The decision of when to implement mild strain cross protection as
a management strategy to limit CTV losses normally is made after
the severe strains of CTV have become endemic and are causing
economic losses, and there is little risk in widespread dissemina-
tion of mild strains. CTV decline on sour orange rootstock may be
managed effectively by growing trees on a CTV-tolerant rootstock,
however sour orange is a desirable rootstock because of the high
fruit quality that it induces on grafted varieties. The Indian River
production area in Florida is known for the high quality fruit, and
most of the fresh fruit originates in this area. This quality is due
in part to the use of sour orange rootstock. It was because of the
demand for high quality fruit grown on sour orange rootstock that
we began research to empirically select mild isolates of CTV which
would protect against CTV decline on sour orange rootstock. In
Florida, it was not until 2002 that the occurrence of a stem pitting
isolate of CTV was reported in commercial citrus and shown to
be spreading (Sieburth and Nolan, 2005). Most of the evaluation
of Florida mild isolates for protection against CTV stem pitting
strains has been done with foreign cooperators (van Vuuren et al.,
1991; Ochoa et al., 1993; Vegas et al., 1995).
Several mild CTV isolates (T26, T30, and T55; Table 1) that are
useful for mild strain cross protection against CTV-D have been
selected empirically inFlorida. Twodifferent approaches havebeen
used to protect against CTV-D strains which became common in
Florida in the 1970s and 1980s. The ﬁrst approach is to introduce
the mild strain into budlings in the nursery, either by blind bud
inoculation or by the use of budwood sources already infectedwith
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FIGURE 3 | Diagram showing the scheme followed to select mild
isolates of CTV for use for mild strain cross protection.
the desired mild strains. The performance of these cross protected
budlings has been monitored by greenhouse trials and by ﬁeld
trials (Yokomi et al., 1987; Rocha-Pena and Lee, 1991; Rocha-Pena
et al., 1991, 1992; Ochoa et al., 2000; Dekkers and Lee, 2002). The
second approach is to introduce the mild CTV strain into mature
(7–25 years old) trees on sour orange rootstock using blind buds or
leaf piece inoculations, even though the trees are already infected
with common and/or CTV-D strains (Lee and Brlansky, 1990; Lee
et al., 1995; Lee, 2009). This approach was used in ﬁeld situations
where up to 20% tree loss was occurring annually. While trees on
sour orange continue to decline, the rate of decline is slowed so
that the production stays at a more consistent level, rather than
having all the trees decline at once, then waiting 3 years before the
newly planted trees on a CTV tolerant rootstock start to come into
production.
Most of the data obtained on the effectiveness of mild strain
cross protection has come from experiments which incorporate
the mild strain into the budlings at the nursery level. More infor-
mationhas beenobtainedon theuse of Floridamild strains to cross
protect against stem pitting strains of CTV than their long term
ability to cross protect against CTV-D strains. This is due to severe
freezes in Florida in December 1983, January 1985, and December
1989 which destroyed most ﬁeld plot experiments prior to their
completion. Greenhouse evaluations have been utilized to obtain
preliminary evaluation of the effectiveness of mild strain cross
protection (Rocha-Pena et al., 1991, 1992; Dekkers and Lee, 2002).
Data obtained from cross protection experiments established
in Florida suggests that cross protection is possible against CTV-
D strains. One experiment was established in the DPI Foundation
Grove, Dundee, FL,USA in 1985, exposed only to the natural chal-
lenge in that location. Before it was killed in the December 1989
freeze, blocks inoculated with three mild isolates (T30, T49, and
T50a) had no declining trees, blocks inoculated with three other
mild isolates (T55a, T56, and T60a) had only 10% decline, while
those planted virus-free had 50% decline (Yokomi et al., 1992).
Companion experiments were established at the Citrus Research
and Education Center, Lake Alfred, FL, USA; one plot was chal-
lenged with the CTV-D isolate T36 using aphids, and in 1986 the
secondplotwas graft challengedwithCTV-D isolates T36 andT66.
Testing with ELISA using the MCA-13 monoclonal antibody that
reacts speciﬁcally with severe CTV isolates indicated severe strains
were present in the trees, but the trees continued to grow well
except for the occurrence of stunting in some trees (Rocha-Pena
et al., 1991; Lee and Niblett, 2000) up until the freeze of 1989.
The inoculation of mild strains for cross protection intomature
trees was studied beginning in 1987 (Lee and Brlansky, 1990). Ear-
lier studies had indicated that some mild strains of CTV were able
to spread throughout a tree canopy when inoculated into mature
trees (Lee et al., 1988). Preliminary trials indicated that if branches
at the four compass points on the canopy were inoculated, the
T30 isolate of CTV, which is easily identiﬁed by a unique double
strandedRNApattern,was distributed throughout the tree canopy
within 6 months (Lee et al., 1988, 1992). The ﬁrst ﬁeld trial was
in a 12 year old grove of pineapple sweet orange on sour orange
rootstock in the ﬂatwoods production area where 20% of the trees
were being killed annually due to CTV-D (Lee and Brlansky, 1990;
Lee et al., 1992). There were seven single tree replications of mild
strain T30, mild strain T26, and no mild strain inoculated trees.
The inoculationswere performedon the compass points of the tree
using leaf piece inoculum. At the end of one year, the trees were
rated on a 1–4 scale where 1 was healthy and 4 was dead, and the
average value is for the trees still living. The control treatment (no
mild strain) was 3.3 with 2 trees dead; the T30 treatment was 2.3
with 1 tree dead, and the T26 treatment was 1.8 with no trees dead.
In 1987, a block of Navel sweet orange on sour orange rootstock
was selected in the ﬂatwoods area near Avon Park, FL, USA. Mild
isolates T26, T30, T55, and T11 were inoculated into the 7 year
old trees where CTV was causing the demise of 5% of the trees per
year, using 5 by 5 tree blocks and four replications per treatment.
By monitoring selected trees by double stranded RNA analyses, it
became apparent that the non-inoculated trees had acquired mild
strain T30 within the 1 year. When this was realized, in 1988, we
selected a neighboring block in the same grove to use as a control
block, separated by two roads and an irrigation canal; this control
block of 500 trees had 2% missing trees due to CTV-D in 1989.
In 1999, 11 years after the mild isolates had been introduced into
the treatment plot, 89% of the original trees on sour orange root-
stock still remained while in the control block, where mild strains
were not introduced, had only 21% of the original trees on sour
orange rootstock remaining (Lee, 2009). In 1993, trees in the FBRB
Foundation Planting at Immokalee, FL,USA were inoculated with
mild isolates T11, T26, T30, and T55 (Kesinger, 2003). Over 1
million budeyes were cut from this foundation block from 1989 to
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1998 and used for propagations and budwood increase blocks by
commercial citrus nurseries in Florida. While the performance of
these budeyes/propagations were not monitored for performance
in protecting against severe CTV isolates, this management prac-
tice did distribute a lot of budlings into the Florida citrus industry
which were infected with mild CTV isolates. From inoculum pro-
vided by the University of Florida Citrus Research and Education
Center, LakeAlfred, FL,USA to growers in Northern Lake,Orange,
and Marion Counties from 1999 to 2003, an estimated 13,000 ha
of existing citrus on sour orange rootstock were inoculated with
mild CTV isolates (Lee, 2009).
The Florida mild isolates have been exported to Brazil, South
Africa, and Venezuela as freeze dried infectious preparations
(Garnsey et al., 1981). The freeze dried preparations were slash
inoculated into receptor hosts (Müller et al., 1990). In each coun-
try, the CTV cultures were established in planta and then graft
inoculated into a wide host range of citrus commonly grown in
that country as well as hosts commonly used for biological index-
ing of CTV (Garnsey et al., 1987). Once all interested parties were
satisﬁed that the introduced mild CTV isolates were in fact mild,
cross protection evaluations were established under quarantine
conditions, ﬁrst in a greenhouse or screenhouse for a prelimi-
nary evaluation, then in a small scale ﬁeld plot in an isolated
location. The ﬁeld plots were established on sour orange, a root-
stock that normally would not allow trees surviving more than
a few months because of the presence of severe CTV isolates in
those countries. In South Africa, Florida mild strains T26, T55,
T32, T33, T54, T30, and an Israel isolate, Micveh T, provided the
best protection in Valencia on sour orange rootstock, both in tree
growth and yield (van Vuuren et al., 1991). The same Florida mild
isolates performed well on Mexican lime and grapefruit in other
evaluation trials (van Vuuren et al., 1991). In Brazil, an experi-
ment was established with Marsh grapefruit, Galego lime, Ponkan
mandarin, and Pera sweet orange scions, all on sour orange root-
stock, with other plants of the same scions on Rangpur lime as a
CTV tolerant rootstock for comparison (Vegas et al., 1995). Nine
Florida mild isolates, T11a, T26, T30, T30-132, 37-T4b, 49-T59,
50-T4, 53-T35b, and 58-T37, along with two Brazil isolates, no.
50 and SP-Brazil Satsuma, were inoculated to six trees of each
scion in a replicated block. All plants tested positive by MCA-13
ELISA indicating the presence of severe CTV strains. After one
year in the ﬁeld on sour orange rootstocks, Florida isolates 30-T4,
T11a, and T30 provided the best growth on Pera sweet orange;
T11a and T30a provided the best growth on Galego lime; isolates
T26, and 53-T35b provided the best growth on Marsh grapefruit
along with a Brazilian isolate no. 50. With the Ponkan mandarin
scions, the two Brazil isolates, no. 50 and SP-Brazil Satsuma, pro-
vided the best growth. At the end of 3 years in the ﬁeld, the Pera,
Galego lime, and Ponkan mandarin scions were all unthrifty, the
Marsh grapefruit scions on sour orange preimmunized with no.
50 CTV isolate from Brazil were still growing and producing, but
much smaller than the same scion on Rangpur lime rootstock.
In another trial in Brazil, Ponkan mandarin, Marsh grapefruit,
Galego lime, Pera, Folha Murcha, and Hamlin sweet oranges were
propagated on GouTouCheng sour orange hybrid rootstock and
preimmunized with Florida mild isolates T26 and T30 and Brazil
mild isolate no. 50. After 9 years, all the preimunized trees were
still growing satisfactorily with little stem pitting and bearing good
crops. The authors concluded that the Florida mild isolates may
provide good protection against CTV-SP strains in the presence
of the BrCA if the trees are on a CTV-tolerant rootstock (Vegas
et al., 1995). In Venezuela, a ﬁeld trial was established to eval-
uate the performance of Valencia sweet orange on sour orange
rootstock preimmunized with three Florida mild isolates, T26,
T30, and T30a, and eight Venezuela isolates of CTV. After 3 years
of evaluations, trees preimmunized with Florida T30 mild iso-
late continued to grow satisfactorily whereas the other trees were
stunted and showed vein corking and stem pitting (Ochoa et al.,
1993).
WHAT DOES THE FUTURE HOLD FOR MILD STRAIN CROSS
PROTECTION OF CTV?
Citrus tristeza virus with a single stranded RNA genome of
∼19.3 kb presented a challenge in construction of an infectious
clone, but in 1999 the infectious clone of CTV isolate T36 was
reported by Satyanarayana et al. (1999) Since that time, with the
use of the infectious clone of T36,muchhas been learned about the
expression strategies of CTV, genetic variability, and the infectious
clone with a green ﬂuorescent protein (GFP) label has been useful
for evaluating transgenic plants for resistance to CTV (Dawson,
2010). As the molecular biology of CTV has been studied, bet-
ter and more sensitive diagnostic procedures have been developed
and applied for studies on cross protection and epidemiology. The
resistance in P. trifoliata has been identiﬁed and characterized, and
this may be useful in developing resistance at least to most of the
isolates of CTV in the future (Mirkov et al., 2010). However, P. tri-
foliata resistance breaking isolates of CTV have been reported, ﬁrst
in New Zealand and later in other locations (Dawson and Mooney,
2000). Transgenic resistance has been reported in grapefruit, but
this has not been used on a commercial scale (Febres et al., 2008).
More recently, transformation of Mexican lime with an intron-
hairpin construct expressing untranslatable versions of the genes
coding for the three silencing suppressors of CTV (Lu et al., 2004)
conferred complete resistance to the same genotype of CTV (Soler
et al., 2012). There are many things still to be learned about CTV;
where are the pathogenicity factors located and what interactions
do they have with the host to impart resistance or tolerance? We
now know that defective RNAs commonly occur with CTV, but
it is still to be discovered what role they play in the biology and
replication of CTV in various hosts. We now know that CTV has
three potentially gene silencing suppressors (Dawson, 2010); as the
regulation of these genes becomes better understood, they may be
useful for protecting against severe isolates of CTV in commercial
crops.
It was recently reported that infection with one strain of CTV
excludes infection by another isolate of the same strain of CTV
(Folimonova et al., 2010). Using CTV isolates generated from the
infectious clone, the inoculation ﬁrst with T36 strain prevented
subsequent infection when the same plants were inoculated with
T36 labeledwithGFP,butwhen other CTV strainswere used, there
was no apparent effect on replicationormovement of the challenge
virus. This discovery may be useful in the future where possibly
the severe CTV isolate could be genetically characterized and a
mild variant created using an infectious clone. The mild variant
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could then be used as the protecting isolate, providing protection
against later infection by the severe isolate. There will need to be
some breakthrough in technology before this becomes a reality.
We know now that even well characterized isolates of CTV may
contain “hidden” severe strains that may become apparent later,
usually by aphid transmission (Albiach-Marti et al., 2000; Tsai
et al., 2000; Brlansky et al., 2003). While the cost of fully sequenc-
ing the genome of a CTV isolate has become very reasonable, the
resulting sequence is often a consensus of the populationpresent in
the sample, and probably would not detect the presence of minor,
but potentially severe, strains of CTV in the isolate. Also, it is not
easy to construct an infectious clone, and the T36 infectious clone
is the only one reported to date. While many of the 3′ end genes
have been substituted for those of other CTV isolates, the report
by Folimonova et al. (2010) suggests they will not work to prevent
superinfections.
In the future, technology will be developed which will allow
identiﬁcation of severe strains of CTV in a given isolate, and
with a much better understanding of how superinfections can be
prevented, cross protection may be applied using a much more
intelligent approach with molecular tools. For the foreseeable
future, the empiric approach, coupled with improved diagnos-
tic ability to quickly and accurately detect and differentiate among
CTV strains, will still be the most productive approach for devel-
oping mild strain cross protection against CTV as additional citrus
production areas experience the introduction and spread of severe
CTV which limits production.
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
The article/chapter cited was prepared by a U.S. Department of
Agriculture employee as part of his/her ofﬁcial duties. Copyright
protection under U.S. Copyright Law Title 17 U.S.C. §105 is not
available for such works. Accordingly, there is no copyright to
transfer. The fact that the private publication in which the article
appears is itself copyrighted does not affect the material of the U.S.
Government, which can be freely reproduced by the public.
REFERENCES
Albiach-Marti, M. R., Mawassi, M.,
Gowda, S., Satyanarayana, T., Hilf,
M. E., Shanker, S., et al. (2000).
Sequences of Citrus tristeza virus
separated in time and space are
essentially identical. J. Virol. 74,
6856–6865. doi: 10.1128/JVI.74.15.
6856-6865.2000
Ayllón, M. A., Rubio, L., Moya, A.,
Guerri, J., and Moreno, P. (1999).
The haplotype distribution of two
genes of Citrus tristeza virus is altered
after host change or aphid trans-
mission. Virology 255, 32–39. doi:
10.1006/viro.1998.9566
Bar-Joseph, M., Batuman O., and Rois-
tacher, C. N. (2010). “The history
to Citrus tristeza virus – revisited,”
in Citrus Tristeza Virus Complex and
Tristeza Diseases, eds A. V. Karasev
and M. E. Hilf (St. Paul, MN: Amer-
ican Phytopathological Society),
3–26.
Bar-Joseph, M., Marcus, R., and Lee,
R. F. (1989). The continuous chal-
lenge of Citrus tristeza virus control.
Annu. Rev. Phytopathol. 27, 291-316.
doi: 10.1146/annurev.py.27.090189.
001451
Bederski, K., Roistacher, C. N., and
Müller, G. W. (2005). “Protection
against severe Citrus tristeza virus
stem pitting in Peru,” in Proceedings
of the sixteenth Conference of Interna-
tional Organization of Citrus Virolo-
gists, eds M. E. Hilf, N. Duran-Vila,
and M. A. Rocha-Pena (Riverside,
CA: IOCV), 117–126.
Brlansky, R.H.,Damsteegt,V.D.,Howd,
D. S., and Roy, A. (2003). Molec-
ular analyses of Citrus tristeza virus
subisolates separated by aphid trans-
mission. Plant Dis. 87, 397–401. doi:
10.1094/PDIS.2003.87.4.397
Brlansky, R. H., Pelosi, R. R., Garnsey, S.
M., Youtsey, C. O., Lee, R. F., Yokomi,
R. K., et al. (1986). Tristeza quick
decline epidemic in South Florida.
Proc. Fla. State Hortic. Soc. 99, 66–69.
Cevik, B. (1995). Molecular Characteri-
zation of Strains of Citrus tristezaVirus
Using the Coat Protein Gene Sequence.
M.S. thesis, University of Florida,
Gainesville, FL, 112 p.
Cohen, M., and Knorr, L. C. (1953).
Present status of tristeza in Florida.
Proc. Fla. State Hortic. Soc. 66,
20–22.
da Graça, J. V., and van Vuuren, S. P.
(2010). “Managing Citrus tristeza
virus losses using cross protection,”
in Citrus Tristeza Virus Complex and
Tristeza Diseases, eds A. V. Karasev
and M. E. Hilf (St. Paul, MN: Amer-
ican Phytopathological Society),
247–260.
Dawson, T. E., and Mooney, P.
A. (2000). “Evidence for Trifoliate
resistance breaking isolates of Cit-
rus tristeza virus in New Zealand,”
in Proceedings of the Fourteenth Con-
ference of International Organization
of Citrus Virologists, eds J. V. da
Graça, R. F. Lee, and R. K. Yokomi
(Riverside: IOCV), 69–76.
Dawson, W. O. (2010). “Molecular
genetics of Citrus tristeza virus,” in
Citrus Tristeza Virus Complex and
Tristeza Diseases, eds A. V. Karasev
and M. E. Hilf (St. Paul, MN: Amer-
ican Phytopathological Society),
53–72.
Dekkers, M. G. H., and Lee, R.
F. (2002). “Evaluation of recently
selectedmild isolates of Citrus tristeza
virus for cross protection of Hamlin
sweet orange on smooth ﬂat Seville
rootstock,” in Proceedings of the
Fifteenth Conference of International
Organization of Citrus Virologists, eds
N. Duran-Vila, R.G. Milne, and J.
V. da Graça (Riverside, CA: IOCV),
136–150.
Derrick, K. S., Lee, R. F., and Beretta,
M. J. G. (1992). “Citrus blight,” in
Proceedings of the First International
Seminar on Citriculture in Pakistan,
ed. I. A. Khan (Faisalabad: University
of Agriculture), 328–336.
Febres, V. J. (1995). Molecular Char-
acterization of Citrus Tristeza Virus
Genes and Their Use in Plant Trans-
formation. Ph.D. thesis, University of
Florida, Gainesville, FL, 150 p.
Febres, V. J., Lee, R. F., and Moore, G.
A. (2008). Resistance to Citrus tris-
teza virus via RNA interference. Plant
Cell Rep. 27, 93–104.
Folimonova, S. Y., Robertson, C. J.,
Shilts, T., Folimonov,A. S.,Hilf,M.E.,
Garnsey, S.M., et al. (2010). Infection
with strains of Citrus tristeza virus
does not exclude superinfection by
other strains of the virus. J. Virol.
84, 1314–1325. doi: 10.1128/JVI.
02075-09
Fraser, L. R., and Broadbent, P. (1979).
Virus and Related Diseases of Cit-
rus in New South Wales, Rydalmere,
Australia: NSW Department of Agri-
culture.
Garnsey, S. M., Civerolo, E. L., Gumpf,
D. J., Paul, C., Hilf, M. E., Lee, R. F.,
et al. (2005). “Biological characteri-
zation of an international collection
of Citrus tristeza virus (CTV) iso-
lates,” in Proceedings of the Sixteenth
Conference of International Organi-
zation of Citrus Virologists, eds M.
E. Hilf, N. Duran-Vila, and M. A.
Rocha-Pena. (Riverside, CA: IOCV),
75–93.
Garnsey, S. M., Civerolo, E. L., Gumpf,
D. J., Yokomi, R. K., and Lee, R.
F. (1991). “Development of a world-
wide collection of Citrus tristeza virus
isolates,” inProceedings of the Eleventh
Conference of International Organi-
zation of Citrus Virologists, eds R.
H. Brlansky, R. F. Lee, and L. W.
Timmer, (Riverside, CA: IOCV),
113–120.
Garnsey, S. M., Gumpf, D. J., Rois-
tacher, C. N., Civerolo, E. L., Lee,
R. F., Yokomi, R. F., et al. (1987).
Toward a standardized evaluation
of the biological properties of Cit-
rus tristeza virus. Phytophylactica 19,
151–157.
Garnsey, S. M., and Jackson, J. L. (1975).
A destructive outbreak of tristeza
in Central Florida. Proc. Fla. State
Hortic. Soc. 88, 65–69.
Garnsey, S. M., Lee, R. F., and Brlansky,
R. H. (1981). Preparation and stabil-
ity of infectious Citrus tristeza virus
(CTV). Phytopathology 71, 218.
Garnsey, S. M., Lee, R. F., Youtsey,
C. O., Brlansky, R. H., and Bur-
nett, H. C. (1980). A survey for
Citrus tristeza virus in registered bud-
wood sources commercially propa-
gated on sour orange rootstocks in
Florida. Proc. Fla. State Hortic. Soc.
93, 7–9.
Grant, T. J. (1952). Evidence of tristeza,
or quick decline, virus in Florida.
Proc. Fla. State Hortic. Soc. 65, 28–31.
Halbert, S. E. (2005). Pest alert: citrus
greening/Huanglongbing. Florida
Department of Agriculture and Con-
sumer Services, Division of Plant
Industry, Gainesville, Florida.
Halbert, S. E., Genc, H., Cevik, B.,
Brown, L. G., Rosales, I. M., Man-
junath, K. L., et al. (2004). Distri-
bution and characterization of Citrus
tristeza virus in South Florida fol-
lowing establishment of Toxoptera
www.frontiersin.org September 2013 | Volume 4 | Article 259 | 9
“fmicb-04-00259” — 2013/9/5 — 14:50 — page 10 — #10
Lee and Keremane Mild strain cross protection in Florida
citricida. Plant Dis. 88, 935–941. doi:
10.1094/PDIS.2004.88.9.935
Halbert, S. E., Niblett, C. L., Manju-
nath, K. L., Lee, R. F., and Brown,
L. G. (2000). “Establishment of two
new vectors of citrus pathogens in
Florida,” in Proceedings of the Ninth
Congress of the International Society
of Citriculture, Orlando, FL, Vol. 2,
1016–1017.
Ieki, H., Yamaguchi, A., Kano, T.,
Koizumi,M., and Iwanami, T. (1997).
Control of stem pitting caused by
Citrus tristeza virus using protec-
tive mild strains in navel orange.
Ann. Phytopathol. Soc. Jpn. 63,
170–175. doi: 10.3186/jjphytopath.
63.170
Kesinger, M. (2003). History of the First
50Years of the Florida Citrus Budwood
Program, 1953–2003. Available at:
http://www.freshfromﬂorida.com/pi/
budwood/bureauhistory.pdf
Kesinger,M. (2011). Annual Report, July
1, 2010 – June 30, 2011. Bureau of
Citrus Budwood Registration, Florida
Department of Agriculture and Con-
sumer Services, Division of Plant
Industry, Gainesville, FL.
Kotzé, J. M., and Marais, L. J. (1976).
Cross protection – what is it? Citrus
Subtrop. Fruit J. 514, 17–18.
Lee, R. F. (2009). “Citrus IPM,” in
Integrated PestManagement Concepts,
Tactics, Strategies and Case Studies,
eds E. B. Radcliffe, W. D. Hutchi-
son, and R. E. Cancelado (Cambridge
CB2 8RU, UK: Cambridge University
Press), 341–353.
Lee, R. F., Barber, W., Brown, L. G.,
Kesinger, M., Garnsey, S. M., and
Schirard, B. (1997). Is Meyer lemon
a threat to citrus? Citrus Ind. 78,
46–50.
Lee, R. F., and Brlansky, R. H. (1990).
Evaluation of the use of mild strains
of citrus tristeza to maintain mature
citrus trees on sour orange root-
stock. Proc. Fla. State Hortic. Soc.
103, 83.
Lee, R. F., Brlansky, R. H., Garnsey, S.
M., and Yokomi, R. K. (1987). Traits
of Citrus tristeza virus important for
mild strain cross protection of citrus:
the Florida approach. Phytophylactica
19, 215-218.
Lee, R. F., Derrick, K. S., Niblett, C.
L., and Pappu, H. R. (1995). “When
to use mild strain cross protection
(MSCP) and problems encountered,”
in Proceedings of the Third Interna-
tional Workshop. Citrus Tristeza Virus
and the Brown Citrus Aphid in the
CaribbeanBasin:Management Strate-
gies, eds R. Lee, M. Rocha-Pena, C.
L. Niblett, F. Ochoa, S. M. Garnsey,
R. K. Yokomi, et al. (Lake Alfred, FL:
CREC), 158–161.
Lee, R. F., Garnsey, S. M., Marais, L. J.,
Moll, J. N., and Youtsey, C. O. (1988).
“Distribution of Citrus tristeza virus
in grapefruit and sweet orange in
Florida and South Africa,” in Pro-
ceedings of the tenth Conference of
International Organization of Citrus
Virologists, eds L. W. Timmer, S. M.
Garnsey, and L. Navarro. (Riverside,
CA: IOCV), 33–38.
Lee, R. F., and Niblett, C. L. (2000). Cit-
rus tristeza virus: strains, mild strain
cross protection and other manage-
ment strategies. Rev. Hortic. Mex. 8,
25–35.
Lee, R. F., Niblett, C. L., and Der-
rick, K. S. (1992). “Mild strain
cross protection against severe strains
of Citrus tristeza virus in Florida,”
in Proceedings of the First Interna-
tional Seminar on Citriculture in Pak-
istan, ed. I. A. Khan (Faisalabad,
Pakistan: University of Agriculture),
400–405.
Lee, R. F., and Rocha-Pena, M. A.
(1992). “Citrus tristeza virus,” in Plant
Diseases of International Importance,
Vol. III, eds A. N. Mukhopadhyay, H.
S. Chaube, J. Kumar and U. S. Singh
(New Jersey: Prentice Hall), 226–249.
Lu, R., Folimonov, A., Shintaku, M.,
Li, W.-X., Falk, B. W., and Dawson,
W. O. (2004). Three distinct suppres-
sors of RNA silencing encoded by a
20-kb viral RNA genome. Proc. Natl.
Acad. Sci. 101, 15742–15747. doi:
10.1073/pnas.0404940101
Luttig,M., vanVuuren, S. P., and van der
Vyver, J. B. (2002). “Differentiation
of single aphid cultured sub-isolates
of two South African Citrus tris-
teza virus isolates from grapefruit by
single-stranded conformation poly-
morphism,” in Proceedings of the
ﬁfteenth Conference of International
Organization of Citrus Virologists, eds
N. Duran-Vila, R. G. Milne, and J.
V. da Graça (Riverside, CA: IOCV),
186–196.
Marais, L. J. (1994). Citrus tristeza virus
and its effect on the southern Africa
citrus industry. Citrus Ind. 75, 58–60.
Marais, L. J., and Breytenbach, J. H.
J. (1996). The effect of tristeza stem
pitting on the Star Ruby grapefruit
industry in South Africa. Proc. Int.
Soc. Citric. 1, 357–365.
Mirkov, T. E., Yang, Z.-N., Rai, M.,
Molina, J. J., Roose, M. L., and
Ye, X.-R. (2010). “Toward positional
cloning of the Citrus tristeza virus
resistance gene,” in Citrus Tristeza
Virus Complex and Tristeza Diseases,
eds A. V. Karasev and M. E. Hilf (St.
Paul, MN: American Phytopatholog-
ical Society), 187–202.
Müller, G. W., and Costa, A. S. (1972).
“Reduction in the yield of Galego
lime avoided by preimmunization
withmild strains of the tristeza virus,”
in Proceedings of the ﬁfth Confer-
ence of International Organization of
Citrus Virologists, ed. W. C. Price
(Gainesville, FL:University of Florida
Press), 171–175.
Müller, G. W., and Costa, A. S. (1987).
Search for outstanding plants in
tristeza-infected citrus orchards: the
best approach to control the disease
by pre-immunization. Phytophylac-
tica 19, 197–198.
Müller, G. W., Costa, A. S., Guirado,
N., Pompeu, J. Jr., Garnsey, S. M.,
Lee, R., et al. (1990). Investigacoes
sobre a re-utilizacao da la azeda em
Sao Paulo. III. Comportamento de 4
copas premunizadas con 11 isolados
fracos doVTC enxertadas em la azada
(Investigations of the re-utilization
of sour orange in Sao Paulo, Brazil.
III. Behavior of 4 scions cross-
protected with 11 mild CTV iso-
lates on sour orange. Fitopatol. Bras.
15, 142.
Müller, G. W., and Rezende, J. A. M.
(2004). “Preimmunization: applica-
tions and perspectives in virus disease
control,” in Diseases of Fruits and
Vegetables, Vol. I, ed. S. A. M. H.
Naqvi (Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic
Publishers), 361–395.
Niblett, C. L., Genc, H., Cevik, B.,
Halbert, S., Brown, L., Nolasco, G.,
et al. (2000). Progress on strain dif-
ferentiation and the epidemiology of
Citrus tristeza virus.Virus Res. 71, 97–
106. doi: 10.1016/S0168-1702(00)
00191-X
Norman, G., Price, W. C., Grant, T.
J., and Burnett, H. (1961). Ten years
of tristeza in Florida. Proc. Fla. State
Hortic. Soc. 74, 107–111.
Oberholzer, P. C. J., Mathews, I., and
Stiemie, S. F. (1949). The decline of
grapefruit trees in South Africa. A
preliminary report on so-called“stem
pitting”. Union S. Afr. Sci. Bull. 297 p.
Ochoa, F., Carballa, O., Trujillo, G.,
Mayoral de Izaquirre, M. L., and
Lee, R. F. (1993). “Biological char-
acterization and evaluation of cross
protection potential of Citrus tristeza
virus isolates in Venezuela,” in Pro-
ceedings of the Twelfth Conference of
International Organization of Citrus
Virologists, eds P. Moreno, J. V. da
Graça, and L. W. Timmer (Riverside,
CA: IOCV), 1–7.
Ochoa, F., Cevik, B., Febres,V. J.,Niblett,
C. L., and Lee, R. F. (2000). “Molecu-
lar characterization of Florida Citrus
tristeza virus isolates with potential
use in mild strain cross protection,”
in Proceedings of the Fourteenth Con-
ference of International Organization
of CitrusVirologists, eds J.V. da Graça,
R. F. Lee, andR.K.Yokomi (Riverside,
CA: IOCV), 94–103.
Pappu, H. R., Manjunath, K. L., Lee,
R. F., and Niblett, C. L. (1993).
Molecular characterizationof a struc-
tural epitope that is largely conserved
among severe isolates of a plant virus.
Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 90, 3641–
3644. doi: 10.1073/pnas.90.8.3641
Permar, T. A., Garnsey, S. M., Gumpf,
D. J., and Lee, R. F. (1990). A
monoclonal antibody that discrimi-
nates strains of Citrus tristeza virus.
Phytopathology 80, 224–228. doi:
10.1094/Phyto-80-224
Rocha-Pena, M. A., and Lee, R. F.
(1991). Serological techniques for
detection of Citrus tristeza virus. J.
Virol. Methods 34, 311–331. doi:
10.1016/0166-0934(91)90109-D
Rocha-Pena, M. A., Lee, R. F., Lastra,
R., and Niblett, C. L. (1992). Effect of
mild isolates ofCitrus tristeza virus on
the development of tristeza decline.
Subtrop. Plant. Sci. 45, 11–17.
Rocha-Pena, M. A., Lee, R. F., Lastra,
R., Niblett, C. L., Ochoa-Corona, F.
M., Garnsey, S. M., et al. (1995). Cit-
rus tristeza virus and its aphid vector
Toxoptera citricida. Threats to cit-
rus production in the Caribbean and
Central and North America. Plant
Dis. 79, 437–445. doi: 10.1094/PD-
79-0437
Rocha-Pena, M. A., Lee, R. F., and
Niblett, C. L. (1991). Development
of a dot-immunobinding assay for
detection of Citrus tristeza virus. J.
Virol. Methods 34, 297–309. doi:
10.1016/0166-0934(91)90108-C
Roistacher, C. N. (1988). Observations
on the decline of sweet orange in
coastal Peru caused by stem pitting
tristeza. FAO Plant Prot. Bull. 36,
19–26.
Roistacher, C. N., and Bar-Joseph, M.
(1987). Transmission of tristeza virus
by Aphis gossypii and by graft inoc-
ulation to and from Passiﬂora spp.
Phytophylactica 19, 179–182.
Roistacher, C. N., da Graça, J. V., and
Müller, G. W. (2010). “Cross pro-
tection against Citrus tristeza virus –
a review,” in Proceedings of the
Seventeenth Conference International
Organization of Citrus Virologists, eds
M. E.Hilf, L.W. Timmer, R. G.Milne,
and J. V. da Graça (Riverside, CA:
IOCV), 3–27.
Rubio, L., Ayllón, M. A., Guerri,
J., Pappu, H. R., and Niblett, C.
L. (1996). Differentiation of Cit-
rus tristeza virus (CTV) isolates
by single-strand conformation poly-
morphismanalysis of the coat protein
gene. Ann. App. Biol. 129, 479–
489. doi: 10.1111/j.1744-7348.1996.
tb05770.x
Frontiers in Microbiology | Virology September 2013 | Volume 4 | Article 259 | 10
“fmicb-04-00259” — 2013/9/5 — 14:50 — page 11 — #11
Lee and Keremane Mild strain cross protection in Florida
Rubio, L., Ayllón, M. A., Kong, P.,
Fernández, A., Polek, M., Guerri,
J., et al. (2001). Genetic varia-
tion of Citrus tristeza virus iso-
lates from California and Spain:
evidence for mixed infections and
recombination. J. Virol. 75, 8054–
8062. doi: 10.1128/JVI.75.17.8054-
8062.2001
Rucks, P. (1994). Quality tree program
for Florida citrus. Proc. Fla. State
Hortic. Soc. 107, 4–8.
Sasaki, A. (1979). Control of Hassaku
dwarf by pre-immunization with
mild strains. Rev. Plant Prot. Res. 12,
80–87.
Satyanarayana, T., Gowda, S., Boyko,
V. P., Albiach-Marti, M. R., Mawassi,
M., Navas-Castillo, J., et al. (1999).
An engineered closterovirus RNA
replicon and analysis of heterolo-
gous terminal sequences for replica-
tion. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A.
96, 7433–7438. doi: 10.1073/pnas.96.
13.7433
Sieburth, P. J., and Nolan, K. G. (2005).
Survey of stem pitting Citrus tristeza
virus in commercial citrus groves in
Florida. Proc. Fla. Hortic. Soc. 118,
40–42.
Soler, N., Pomer, M., Fagoaga, C.,
Moreno, P., Flores, R., and Pena, L.
(2012). Transformation of Mexican
lime with an intron-hairpin con-
struct expressing untranslatable ver-
sions of the genes coding for the
three silencing suppressors of Citrus
tristeza virus confers complete resis-
tance to the virus. Plant Biotech. J.
10, 597–608. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-
7652.2012.00691.x
Thornton, I. R., and Stubbs, L. L.
(1976). “Control of tristeza decline
of grapefruit on sour orange root-
stock by preinduced immunity,” in
Proceedings of the Seventh Conference
International Organization of Citrus
Virologists, ed. E. C. Calavan (River-
side, CA: IOCV), 55–57.
Tsai, J. H., Liu, Y. H., Wang, J. J.,
and Lee, R. F. (2000). Recovery of
orange stem pitting strains of Citrus
tristeza virus (CTV) following single
aphid transmissions with Toxoptera
citricida from a Florida decline iso-
late of CTV. Proc. Fla. State Hortic.
Soc. 113, 75–78.
van Vuuren, S. P., Collins, R. P., and da
Graça, J.V. (1991). “The performance
of exotic Citrus tristeza virus isolates
as preimmunizing agents for sweet
orange on sour orange rootock under
natural disease pressure in South
Africa,” in Proceedings of the Eleventh
Conference of the International Orga-
nization of CitrusVirologists, eds R.H.
Brlansky, R. F. Lee and L. W. Timmer
(Riverside, CA: IOCV), 60–63.
van Vuuren, S. P., Collins, R. P.,
and da Graça, J. V. (1993). Growth
and performance of lime trees pre-
immunized with mild Citrus tris-
teza virus isolates. Phytophylactica 25,
39–42.
Vegas, J., Müller, G. W., and Lee, R.
F. (1995). “Evaluation of exotic mild
strains of Citrus tristeza virus for cross
protection on sour orange rootstocks
in Brazil,” in Proceedings of the Third
International Workshop. Citrus Tris-
tezaVirus and the Brown Citrus Aphid
in the Caribbean Basin: Management
Strategies, eds R. Lee, M. Rocha-Pena,
C. L. Niblett, F. Ochoa, S. M. Garnsey,
R. K. Yokomi, et al. (Lake Alfred, FL:
CREC), 173–174.
von Broembsen, L. A., and da Graça,
J. V. (1976). South Africa’s Cit-
rus Improvement Programme. Citrus
Subtrop. Fruit J. 509, 11–13.
Yokomi, R. K., Garnsey, S. M., Lee, R. F.,
and Cohen, M. (1987). Use of insect
vectors to screen for protecting effects
of mild Citrus tristeza virus iso-
lates in Florida. Phytophylactica 19,
183-185.
Yokomi, R. K., Garnsey, S. M., Lee, R.
F., and Youtsey, C. O. (1992). Spread
of decline-inducing isolates of Citrus
tristeza virus in Florida. Proc. Int. Soc.
Citric. 1992, 778–780.
Yokomi, R. K., Saponari, M., Metheny,
P., and Vidalakis, G. (2012). “Genetic
differentiation and biology of Citrus
tristeza virus populations spread-
ing in California,” in Proceedings
of the Eighteenth Conference of the
International Organization of Cit-
rus Virologists, ed. J. V. da Graça
(Riverside, CA: IOCV). Available:
http://www.ivia.es/iocv/archivos/
Proceedings_XVIII_Conference/
Yokomi_et_al.pdf.
Zhou, C. Y., Hailestones, D., Broad-
bent, P., Connor, R., and Bowyer,
J. (2002). “Studies on mild strain
cross protection against stem-pitting
Citrus tristeza virus,” in Proceedings of
the Fifteenth Conference of the Inter-
national Organization of Citrus Virol-
ogists, edsN.Duran-Vila, R.G.Milne,
and J. V. da Graça, (Riverside, CA:
IOCV), 151–157.
Conflict of Interest Statement: The
authors declare that the research was
conducted in the absence of any com-
mercial or ﬁnancial relationships that
could be construed as a potential con-
ﬂict of interest.
Received: 15 March 2013; accepted:
14 August 2013; published online: 06
September 2013.
Citation: Lee RF and Keremane ML
(2013) Mild strain cross protection of
tristeza: a review of research to pro-
tect against decline on sour orange in
Florida. Front. Microbiol. 4:259. doi:
10.3389/fmicb.2013.00259
This article was submitted to Virology,
a section of the journal Frontiers in
Microbiology.
Copyright © 2013 Lee and Keremane.
This is an open-access article dis-
tributed under the terms of the Creative
Commons Attribution License (CC BY).
The use, distribution or reproduction in
other forums is permitted, provided the
original author(s) or licensor are cred-
ited and that the original publication
in this journal is cited, in accordance
with accepted academic practice. No use,
distribution or reproduction is permit-
ted which does not comply with these
terms.
www.frontiersin.org September 2013 | Volume 4 | Article 259 | 11
